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Maria Donaghue 
21 Woodbine St .  , Quincy, MA 02170 

November 2, 2005 9:lO Ah4 

Representative Bil l  Delahunt 
US. House of Representatives 
2454 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Delahunt: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalize? io! doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to lowvolume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federai law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Maria do nag hue^ .., ~:'. . j .  . 
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The Federal Cammunications Commission 
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rhonda Owens 
4096 Susan ln , lima, OH 45806 

November 2, 2005 9 : l l  Ah4 

Representative Michael Oxley 
US. House of Representatives 
2308 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Oxley: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doins so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and Low-income residential and rural consumers, to sive up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am J member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a f la t  fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and cmtinue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how d 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position or, this matter. 

Sincerely, ' .  

rhonda.owens i 

cc: 
. .  I ., 

The Federaal-Communications Commission 
.. , , 
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william clardy FCC 
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November 2, 2005 8:56 AM 

Senator Lindsey Graham 
U.S. Senate 
290 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Graham: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing sc. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them knob how a 
f lat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this mattzr. 

Sincerely, 

william clardy 

cc: 
. . .  

The,federal Cqmunications Commission 
, . > . ; ,  ' . , L , ' ~ . '  . .  . .  
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- 5177 adams st. #42 , butte des morts, WI 54927-0042 

November 2, 2005 8:52 Ah4 

Senator Herb Kohl 
US. Senate 
330 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 0-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kohl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
p-rial'zed for doing 50. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to Low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses a l l  across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I ani a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could dispropcrtianately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and ! Look forward tc !rearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

donald hruezer 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

I .  . , , ,. 
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Bonnie Hoffman 
71 1 South Armory Drive , Lewisburg, PA 17837 

November2, 2005 1 O : l l  AM 

Representative Don Sherwood 
U.S. House of Representatives 
11  31 Longworth House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Sherwood: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  current\y collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your cocstituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bonnie Hoffman 

cc: 
Thefederal Cbrnmunications Commission 
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FH Marston 
217 Main Street , Rindge, NH 03461 

November 2, 2005 8:51 AM 

Representative Charles Bass 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2421 Rayburn House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Bass: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for hing so 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and lowincome residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a f la t  fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
f lat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

FH Marston 

cc: 
The Federal Cornmu:iications Commission 
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I FCC - !.~/I,!-R" Marc Carofano . 
30 George St.  , Bristol, CT 06010 

8 I 
2 

November 2, 2005 9:13 AM 

Representative John Larson 
US.  House of Representatives 
1005 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Larson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to lowvolume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Marc Carofano 

cc: 
The 'Federal Communications Commission 
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- k/lki!.HCOIM 
John Talbot I 

2215 Hammock Hill Ln , Brookfield, WI 53045 
- 

November 2, 2005 8:58 AM 

Representative James Sensenbrenner 
US. House of Representatives 
2449 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Sensenbrenner: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is  currently collected on a revenue basis. Peopte who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to lowvolume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John Talbot 

cc: 

~. 

The Federal Communications Commission 
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FCC - ,24/it'.H00~ i 
Michelle Mackey 
17637 Delaware , Redford, MI 48240 

November 2, 2005 9:26 AM 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
US.  Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly f la t  fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, wi l l  be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many lowvolume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
t o  low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses a l l  across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
f lat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work arld I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Mackey 
? .  . .  

cc: 
The Federai Communications Commission 
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Margaret Frew 
814 Sunset St. , Scranton, PA 18509-1945 

November 1,2005 2:OS PM 

Senator Rick Santorum 
U.S. Senate 
511 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF') collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my coucerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Margaret Frew 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

If 

. ,  . ,  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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CAROLYN JASON I 
3163 TERRACE VIEW DR. rcjason@earthlink.net, LAUGHLIN, ~ m -  MAll-~u"'"' 1 

November 1,2005 1:53 PM 

Representative Jon Porter 
US. House of Representatives 
218 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Porter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tu could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a fiai fee idX could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

CAROLYN JASON 

If 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

mailto:rcjason@earthlink.net
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joseph janosov 1 FCc- MF\{~  1 

423 homer ave , pacific, WA 98047-1455 
J 

November 1,2005 1:15 PM 

Senator Patty Murray 
U.S. Senate 
173 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subiect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Murray: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the fimding burden of the USF !?om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

joseph janosov 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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randall gray 
29 wilmuth drive , Springfield, VT 051 56 i 

ember 2, 2005 10:34 AM 
' 4  I y 0 .'GO6 i 

I Senator Patrick Leahy i :  1 
~ i., ;q r-* ' > .I j 

. . I , '  .' ~. ~.--,-' - 1_ 

U.S. Senate {L.. 

433 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Leahy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to lowvolume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
f lat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

randall gray 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



David Tresco 

25 Briarwood Terrace, Batavia, NY 14020-1 101 

November 1,2005 12:57 PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US.  Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonvard to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

David Tresco 
, ' .  . .  

,,, .I 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commissio$ 
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swan sheffer 

47 Steve odell rd , cropseyville, NY 12052 
1 FCP hAAII  R d  

November I ,  2005 1:50 PM 

Representative John Sweeney 
U.S. House of Representatives 
416 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Sweeney: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with mondily 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
yiru pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, !etting tkem kacw hcm a fla! fee t+lx wild 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Many of your constituents, including me, 

If 

While I am aware 

susan sheffer 

, .  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission , .  

, ,. 
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Brian and Beth 6etz 
51 East Mohawk Street , Oswego, NV 13126 _I_.I_ _-_. -. 

November 1,2005 5:51 PM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
US. Senate 
313 Hart Senote Of f ice Building 
Woshington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Fe, 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection )T 

me, my friends, family and neighbors, wil l 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on 
the FCC changes that system t o  o flat fee, 
of long distonce, pays the same omount into 
month. Constituents who use their limited t 

A f lo t  fee tox could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, sentor 
citizens ond low-income residential and rurol consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unoffordoble monthly 
increoses on their  bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
rodicol and unnecessory. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses a11 ocross 
America 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. o f  which I am o member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and.up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I om awore 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As o consumer I would like ensure I om charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f l o t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass dong my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how o f lo t  fee tax could 
disproportionotely o f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Brion and Beth Betz 

Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  chonge the 
,d to a monthly f l o t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
'egatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

?venue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
it means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
e fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance o 
ources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

cc: 
The Federal Communlcotlons Commission 



I FCC-MAILROOM 1 
Clifford Kuehne I 

212 Christensen St. , North Mankato, MN 56003-3823 

November 2, 2005 8:41 AM 

Representative G i l  Gutknecht 
U.S. House of Representatives 
425 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Gutknecht: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing 53. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me infwmec! about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a comumer I would like ensure I am charged fai:ly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
Legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
f la t  fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look foward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Clifford Kuehne 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

.. - - .  .. 
, .  
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November 2, 2005 9:19 Ah4 

Senator Arlen Specter 
US. Senate 
71 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senicr citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
f la t  fee tax coilld disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I Look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Eileen Boyle 

cc: 

~. 

The Federal Commu0ications Commission 
? ,  : . . .  , .  . .  
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jerry schiffert 
1500 sagebrush trail #I26 , Euless, TX 76040-4931 

* 

November 2, 2005 9:OO Ah4 

Senator John Cornyn 
US. Senate 
517 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 0-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cornyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and lowincome residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed, abo,ut the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

jerry schiffert 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

. ,  . .  
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Rohan Providence 
377 Weatherhead Hollow Rd , Guilford, VT 05301 

November 2, 2005 8:45 AM 

Senator Patrick Leahy 
US. Senate 
433 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 0-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Leahy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. I ~ 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I ani a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along'' these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matte1 

Sincerely, 

Rohan Providence 

cc: 
The Fedc:al :ommunications Commission 



Josie Sobus 
20 N Fulton S t  , Auburn, NY 13021 

November 2, 2005 9:06 AM 

Representative Sherwood Boehlert 
US. House of Representatives 
2246 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Boehlert: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be nqatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for dbing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a f la t  fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Josie Sobus 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

~. ..* . ~ .  
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Loretta Wayts - 1  
\ :  : 

130 Waldon Road Apt D, Abingdon, MD 21009-2208 - 
November 2, 2005 8:41 AM 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
U.S. Senate 
309 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
peqalized for &in.?. so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and lowincome residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to lowvolume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalitior:, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
f lat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

-- legislation. 

Thank you for your continued wark and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

. , , ,  . Sincerely, . _ . .  

Loretta Wayts . ,  

The Federal Communications Commission 

<. > ,..: 
cc: 

. .  

. .  . 
, . . , , ,  ~ . .  c .. . . .  ,. 
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November 2, 2005 10:33 AM 

Representative Ted Strickland 
US. House of Representatives 
336 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Strickland: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and lowincome residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to lowvolume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a f la t  fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Ruble 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Sandra Applebee 
8386 Herrington , Belmont, MI 49306 

November 2, 2005 9:48 AM 

Representative Vernon Ehlers 
US. House of Representatives 
1714 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Ehlers: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me infwmed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax coutd disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Sandra Applebee 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

. ,  , . , :. , ' , . . . .  . 
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Artie Shoaf 
1245 Hiatt S t  , Indianapolis, IN 46221 

November 2, 2005 9:59 AM 

Representative Julia Carson 
US. House of Representatives 
1535 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-OW1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Carson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly f lat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for do-;ng so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to lowvolume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i5 that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a number, taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your.position or1 this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Artie Shoaf 

cc: 
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